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What Do We Do About Television?

It is not intellectually smart to ignore the most significant
force in our society. Alert yourself to the medium. Determine what

" is worth communicating. Get thinkers together with creators. Team
with professionals and make a program yourself. Make TV deliver.

by NICHOLAS JOHNSON

elevision is more than just an-
I other great public resource—like
air and water—ruined by private
greed and public inattention. It is the
greatest communications mechanism
ever designed and operated by man.
It pumps into the human brain an
unending stream of information, opin-
ion, moral values, and esthetic taste. It
cannot be a neutral influence. Every
minute of television programing—com-
mercials, entertainment, news—teach-
cs us something.

Most Americans tell pollsters that
{elevision constitutes their principal
source of information. Many of our
senior citizens are tied to their televi-
sion sets for intellectual stimulation.
And children now spend more time
learning from television than from
church and school combined. By the
time they enter first grade they will
have received more hours of instruc-
tion from television networks than
they will later receive from college pro-
fessors while earning a bachelor’s de-
gree. Whether they like it or not, the
television networks are playing the
roles of teacher, preacher, parent, pub-
lic official, doctor, psychiatrist, family
counselor, and friend for tens of mil-
lions of Americans each day of their
lives.

TV programing can be creative, edu-
cational, uplifting, and refreshing with-
out being tedious. But the current
television product that drains away
lifetimes of leisure energy is none of
these. It leaves its addicts waterlogged.
Only rarely does it contribute anything
meaningful to their lives. No wonder
so many Americans express to me a
deep-seated hostility toward television.

NicHoLAs JoHNsoN is an FCC commis-
sioner and author of How to Talk Back
to Your Television Set.
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Too many realize, perhaps unconscious-
ly but certainly with utter disgust, that
television is itself a drug, constantly
offering the allure of a satisfying ful-
fillment for otherwise empty and mean-
ingless lives that it seldom, if t ever,
delivers.

Well, what do we do about it? Here
are a few suggestions:

StEp ONE: Turn on. I don't mean rush
to your sets and turn the on-knob.
What I do mean is that we had all
better “turn on” to television—wake
up to the fact that it is no longer intel-
lectuallv smart to ignore it. Everything
we do, or are, or worry about is af-
fected by television. How and when
issues are resolved in this country—
the Indochina War, air pollution, race
relations—depend as much as any-
thing else on how (and whether)
they're treated by the television net-
works ‘n “entertainment” as well as
news and public affairs programing.

Dr. S. 1. Hayakawa has said that man
is no more conscious of cqmmunica-
tion than a fish would be conscious of
the waters of the sea. The analogy is
apt. A tidal wave of television program-
ing has covered our land during the
past twenty years. The vast majority
of Americans have begun to breathe
through gills. Yet, we have scarcely
noticed the change, let alone wondered
what it is doing to us. A few examples
r .y start us thinking.

The entire medical profession, as
well as the federal government, had
little impact upon cigarette consump-
tion in this country until a single young
man, John Banzhaf, convinced the Fed-
eral Communications Commission that
its Fairness Doctrine required TV and
radio stations to broadcast $100-million

worth of “anti-smoking commercials.””

Cigarette consumption has now de-
clined for one of the few times in
history.

What the American people think
about government and politics in gen-
eral—as well as a favorite candidate in
particular—is almost exclusively in-
fluenced by television. The candidates
and their advertising agencies, which
invest 75 per cent or more of their cam-
paign funds in broadcast time, belicve
this: to the tune of $58-million in 1968.

There's been a lot of talk recently
about malnutrition in America. Yet,
people could let their television scts
run for twenty-four hours a day and
never discover that diets of starch and
soda pop can be fatal.

If people lack rudimentary informa-
tion about jobs, community services
for the poor, alcoholism, and so forth,
it is because occasional tidbits of in-
formation of this kind in soap operas,
game shows, commercials, and prime-
time series are either inaccurate or
missing.

In short, whatever your job or inter-
ests may be, the odds are very good
that you could multiply your effective-
ness tremendously by “turning on” to
the impact of television on your activ-
ities and on our society as a whole—
an impact that exceeds that of any
other existing institution.

Step Two: Tune in. There are people
all over the country with something
vitally important to say: the people
who knew ‘“cyclamates” were dan-
gerous decades ago, the people who
warned us against the Vietnam War in
the early Sixties, the people who sound-
ed the alarm against industrial pollu-
tion when the word “smog” hadn't
been invented. Why didn’t we hear
their warnings over the broadcast
media? P

In part it is the media’s fault, the
product of “corporate censorship.” But
in large part it's the fault of the very
people with something to say who
never stopped to consider how they
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might best say it. They simply haven't
“tuned in” to television.

Obviously, I'm not suggesting you
run out and buy up the nearest net-
work. What I am suggesting is that we
stop thinking that television program-
ing somehow materializes out of thin
air, or that it’s manufactured by hid-
den forces or anonymous men. It is
not. There is a new generation coming
along that is substantially less fright-
ened by a 16mm camera than by a
pencil. You may be a part of it. Even
those of us who are not, however, had
better tune in to television ourselves.

Here is an example of someone who
did. Last summer, CBS aired an hour-
Jong show on Japan, assisted in large
part by former Ambassador Edwin
Reischauer. No one, including Ambas-
sador Reischauer and CBS, would
claim the show perfectly packaged all
that Americans want or need to know
about our 100 million neighbors across
the Pacific. But many who watched felt
it was one of the finest bits of educa-
tional entertainment about Japan ever
offered to the American people by a
commercial network.

Ambassador Reischauer has spent
his lifetime studying Japan, yet his was
not an easy assignment. An hour is not
very long for a man who is used to
writing books and teaching forty-five-
hour semester courses, and there were
those who wanted to turn the show
into an hour-long geisha party. He
could have refused to do the show at
all, or walked away from the project
when it seemed to be getting out of
control. But he didn’t. And as a result,
the nation, the CBS network, and Mr.
Reischauer all benefited. (And the show
was honored by an Emmy award.)

There are other Ed Reischauers in
this country: men who don't know
much about “television,” but who know
more than anyone else about a subject
that is important and potentially en-
tertaining. If these men can team their
knowledge with the professional tele-
vision talent of others (and a net-
work’s financial commitment), they
can make a television program happen.
Not only ought they to accept such as-
signments when asked, I would urge
them to come forward and volunteer
their assistance to the networks and
their local station managers (or to the
local cable television system, many of
which have been ordered by the FCC
to begin local program origination by
January 1971). Of course, these offers
won’t always, or even often, be ac-
cepted—for many reasons. But sooner
or later the dialogue has to begin.

There are many ways you can con-
tribute to a television program without
knowing anything about lighting or
electronics. Broadcasters in many large
communities (especially those with
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universities) are cashing in on local
expertise for quick background when
an important news story breaks, oc-
casional on-camera interviews, sugges-
tions for news items or entire shows,
participation as panel members or
even hosts, writers for programs, citi-
zen advisory committees, and so forth.
Everyone benefits. The broadcaster
puts out higher-quality programing,
the community builds greater citizen
involvement and identification, and the
television audience profits.

Whoever you are, whatever you're
doing, ask yourself this simple ques-
tion: What do I know or what do I
have to communicate that others need
to know or might find interesting? If
you're a Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare official charged with
communicating vital information about
malnutrition to the poor, you might be
better off putting your information
into the plot-line of a daytime televi-
sion soap opera than spending a life-
time writing pamphlets. If you're a
law enforcement officer and want to
inform people how to secure their
homes against illegal entry, you might
do better by talking to the writers and
producers of Dragnet, I Spy, or Mis-
sion: Impossible than by making slide
presentations.

Step THREE: Drop out. The next step is
to throw away most of what you've
learned about communication. Don't
make the mistake of writing “TV es-
says’—sitting in front of a camera
reading, or saying, what might other-
wise have been expressed in print.
“Talking heads” make for poor televi-

sion communication, as educational
and commercial television profession-
als are discovering. Intellectuals and
other thinking creative people first
have to “drop out” of the traditional
modes of communicating thoughts,
and learn to swim through the new
medium of television.

Marshall McLuhan has made much
of this clear. If the print medium is
linear, television is not. McLuhan’s
message is as simple as one in a
Chinese fortune cookie: ‘“One picture
worth thousand words"—particularly
when the picture is in color and mo-
tion, is accompanied by sound (words
and music), and is not tied to an
orderly time sequence.

Mason Williams, multitalented one-
time writer for the Smothers Brothers,
is one of the few to see this new dimen-
sion in communication. He describes
one of his techniques as ‘“verbal snap-
shots”’—short bursts of thought, or
poetry, or sound that penetrate the
mind in an instant, then linger. Here
are some that happen to be about
television itself: “I am qualified to
criticize television because I have two
eves and a mind, which is one more eye
and one more mind than television
has.” “Television doesn’t have a job; it
just goofs off all day.” “Television is
doing to vour mind what industry is
doing to the land. Some people already
think like New York City looks.” No
one “snapshot” gives the whole picture.
But read in rapid succession, they leave
a vivid and highly distinctive after-
image.

Others have dropped out of the older
communications techniques and have
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adapted to the new media. Those stu-
dents who are seen on television—sit-
ting in, protesting, assembling—are
developing a new medium of commu-
nication: the demonstration. Denied
traditional access to the network news
shows and panel discussions, students
in this country now communicate with
the American people via loud, “news-
worthy,” media-attractive aggregations
of sound and color and people. Demon-
strations are happenings, and the news
media—like moths to a flame—run to
cover them. Yippie Abbie Hoffman
sees this clearer than most:

So what the hell are we doing, vou
ask? We are dynamiting brain cells.
We are putting people through
changes. . . . We are theater in the
streets: total and committed. We aim
to involve people and use . . . any
weapon (prop) we can find. All is
relevant, only ‘“the play’s the thing.”
 The media is the message. Use it!
No fund raising, no full-page ads in
The New York Times, no press re-
leases. Just do your thing; the press
eats it up. Media is free. Make news.

Dr. Martin Luther King told us very
much the same thing. “Lacking suffi-
cient access to television, publications,
and broad forums, Negroes have had
to write their most persuasive essays
with the blunt pen of marching ranks.”

Mason Williams, Abbie Hoffman, Dr.
Martin Luther King, and many others
have set the stage for the new com-
municators, the new media experts. All
dropped out of the traditional com-
munications bag of speeches, round-
table discussions, panels, symposia,
and filmed essays. And they reached
the people.

Step Four: Make the legal scene.
Shakespeare’s Henry VI threatened:
“The first thing we do, let’s kill all the
lawyers.” Good advice in the fifteenth
century perhaps. But bad advice today.
We need lawyers. And they can help
you improve television.

Examples are legion. The United
Church of Christ successfully fought
two legal appeals to the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia, one establishing the right
of local citizens groups to participate
in FCC proceedings, and one revoking
the license of WLBT-TV in Jackson,
Mississippi, for systematic segregation-
ist practices. In Media, Pennsylvania,
nineteen local organizations hired a
Washington lawyer to protest radio
station WXUR’s alleged policy of
broadcasting primarily right-wing po-
litical programing. In Los Angeles,
a group of local businessmen chal-
lenged the license of KHI-TV, and the
FCC's hearing examiner awarded them
the channel. There are dozens of other
examples of the imaginative use of
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rusty old legal remedies to improve the
contribution of television to our na-
tional life.

For all their drawbacks, lawyers
understand what I call “the law of
effective reform’’; that is, to get reform
from legal institutions (Congress,
courts, agencies), one must assert,
first, the factual basis for the griev-
ance; second, the specific legal prin-
ciple involved (Constitutional provi-
sion, statute, regulation, judicial or
agency decision); and third, the pre-
cise remedy sought (legislation, fine,
license revocation). Turn on a lawyer,
and you'll turn on an awful lot of legal
energy, talent, and skill. You will be
astonished at just how much legal
power you actually have over a seem-
ingly intractable Establishment.

Step FIve: Try do-it-vourself justice.
Find out what you can do without a
lawyer. You ought to know, for ex-
ample, that every three years all the

radio and television station licenscs
come up for renewal in your state. You
ought to know when that date is. It is
an “election day” of sorts, and you
have a right and obligation to “vote.”
Not surprisingly, many individuals
have never even been told there’s an
election.

Learn something about the grand de-
sign of communications in this coun-
try. For example, no one “owns” a
radio or television station in the sense
that you can own a home or the corner
drugstore. It’s more like leasing public
land to graze sheep, or obtaining a con-
tract to build a stretch of highway for
the state. Congress has provided that
the airwaves are public property. The
user must be licensed, and, in the case
of commercial broadcasters, that li-
cense term is for three years. There is
no “right” to have the license renewed.
It is renewed only if past performance,
and promises of future performance,

(Continued on page 34)

Up for Renewal?

include:

1976; and 1979.

1979.

1979.

1971; 1974; 1977; and 1980.

1975; 1978; and 1981.

ber 1, 1972; 1975; 1978; and 1981.

1981.

*Dates subject to change.

ALL LICENSES within a given state expire on the same date. Stations must
file for license renewal with the FCC ninety days prior to the expiration
date. Petitions to deny a station’s license renewal application must be
filed between ninety and thirty days prior to the expiration date. Forth-
coming expiration dates* for stations located in the following states

e Florida, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands: February 1, 1970; 1973;

e Alabama and Georgia: April 1, 1970; 1973; 1976; and 1979.
e Arkansas, Louisiana, and Mississippi: June 1, 1970: 1973; 1976; and

e Tennessee, Kentucky, and Indiana: August 1, 1970; 1973; 1976; and

e Ohio and Michigan: October 1, 1970; 1973; 1976; and 1979.
e Illinois and Wisconsin: December 1, 1970; 1973; 1976, and 1979.
e lowa and Missouri: February 1, 1971; 1974; 1977; and 1980.

e Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and Colorado:
April 1, 1971; 1974; 1977; and 1980.

e Kansas, Oklahoma, and Nebraska: June I, 1971; 1974; 1977; and 1980.
e Texas: August 1, 1971; 1974; 1977; and 1980.
e Wyoming, Nevada, Arizona, Utah, New Mexico, and Idaho: October 1,

e California: December 1, 1971; 1974; 1977; and 1980.
e Washington, Oregon, Alaska, Guam, and Hawaii: February 1, 1972;

e Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and Vermont: April 1, 1972; 1975; 1978; and 1981.

e Ncw Jersey and New York: June 1, 1972; 1975; 1978; and 1981.
o Delaware and Pennsylvania: August 1,1972; 1975; 1978; and 1981.
e Maryland, the District of Columbia, Virginia, and West Virginia: Octo-

e North Carolina and South Carolina: December 1, 1972; 1975; 1978; and
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Television

Continued from page 16

are found by the FCC to serve “the
public interest.” In making this find-
ing, the views of local individuals and
groups are, of course, given great
weight. In extreme cases, license revo-
cation or license renewal contest pro-
ceedings may be instituted by local
groups.

You should understand the basic
policy underlying the Communications
Act of 1934, which set up the FCC and
gave it its regulatory powers. “Spec-
trum space” (radio and television fre-
quencies) in this country is limited. It
must be shared by taxicabs, police
cars, the Defense Department, and oth-
er business users. In many ways it
would be more efficient to have a small
number of extremely high-powered
stations blanket the country, leaving
the remaining spectrum space for oth-
er users. But Congress felt in 1934 that
it was essential for the new technology
of radio to serve needs, tastes, and
interests at the local level—to provide
community identification, cohesion,
and outlets for local talent and expres-
sion. For this reason, roughly 95 per
cent of the most valuable spectrum
space has been handed out to some
7,500 radio and television stations in
communities throughout the country.
Unfortunately, the theory is not work-
ing. Most programing consists of na-
tionally distributed records, movies,
newswire copy, commercials, and net-
work shows. Most stations broadcast
very little in the way of locally oriented
community service. It's up to you to
make them change.

S( ou have only to exercise your im-
agination to improve the pro-
graming service of your local station.
Student groups, civic luncheon clubs,
unions, PTAs, the League of Women
Voters, and so forth are in an ideal
position to accomplish change. They
can . contact national organizations,
write for literature, and generally in-
form themselves of their broadcasting
rights. Members can monitor what is
now broadcast and draw up statements
of programing standards, indicating
what they would like to see with as
much specificity as possible. They can
set up Citizens Television Advisory
Councils to issue reports on broadcast-
ers’ performance. They can send dele-
gations to visit with local managers
and owners. They can, when negotia-
tion fails, take whatever legal steps are
necessary with the FCC. They can com-
plain to sponsors, networks, and local
television stations when they find com-
mercials excessively loud or obnoxious.
If you think this is dreamy, pie-in-the-
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sky thinking, look what local groups
have done during the past year.

Texarkana was given national atten-
tion last year when a large magazine
reported that the city’s population
of rats was virtually taking over the
city. Of lesser notoriety, but perhaps
of greater long-run significance, was an
agreement hammered out between a
citizens group and KTAL-TV, the local
television station. In January 1969, the
Texarkana Junior Chamber of Com-
merce and twelve local unincorporated
associations—with the assistance of
the Office of Communications of the
United Church of Christ—filed com-
plaints with the FCC, and alleged that
KTAL-TV had failed to survey the
needs of its community, had system-
atically refused to serve the tastes,
needs, and desires of Texarkana's 26
per cent Negro population, and had
maintained no color origination equip-
ment in its Texarkana studio (although
it had such equipment in the wealthier
community of Shreveport, Louisiana).
But they didn’t stop there. Armed with
the threat of a license renewal hearing,
they went directly to the station’s man-
agement and hammered out an agree-
ment in which the station promised it
would make a number of reforms, or
forfeit its license. Among other provi-
sions, KTAL-TV promised to recruit
and train a staff broadly representative
of all minority groups in the commu-
nity; employ a minimum of two full-
time Negro reporters; set up a toll-free
telephone line for news and public
service announcements and inquiries;
present discussion programs of con-
troversial issues, including both black
and white participants; publicize the
rights of the poor to obtain needed
services; regularly televise announce-
ments of the public’s rights and pe-
riodically consult with all substantial
groups in the community regarding
their programing tastes and needs.

The seeds of citizen participation
sown in Texarkana have since come to
fruition elsewhere. Just recently five
citizens groups negotiated agreements
with twenty-two stations in Atlanta,
Georgia, and similar attempts have
been made in Shreveport, Louisiana;
Sandersville, Georgia; Mobile, Ala-
bama; and Jackson, Mississippi.

In Washington, D. C., last summer a
group of students under the supervi-

sion of the Institute for Policy Studies
undertook a massive systematic re-
view of the license applications of all
television stations in the area of Wash-
ington, D. C., Virginia, West Virginia, -
and Maryland. They used a number of
“performance charts” by which they
evaluated and ranked the stations in
amounts of news broadcast, news em-
ployees hired, commercials, public
service announcements, and other fac-
tors. The result was a book that may
become a working model for the com-
parative evaluation of television sta-
tions' performances. (IPS, Television
Today: The End of Communication and
the Death of Community, $10 from the
Institute for Policy Studies, 1540 New
Hampshire Ave., N. W., Washington,
D. C.) Citizens groups all over the
country can easily follow their exam-
ple.

I have felt for some time that it
would be useful to have detailed re-
views and periodic reports about the
implications of specific television com-
mercials and entertainment shows by
groups of professional psychiatrists,
child psychologists, educators, doctors,
ministers, social scientists, and so forth.
They could pick a show in the evening
—any show—and discuss its esthetic
quality, its accuracy, and its potential
national impact upon moral values,
constructive opinion, mental health,
and so forth. It would be especially
exciting if this critical analysis could
be shown on television. Such profes-
sional comment would be bound to
have some impact upon the networks’
performance. (Last year's Violence
Commiission Report did.) It would be
a high service indeed to our nation,
with rewards as well for the profes-
sional groups and individuals involved
—including the broadcasting industry.
It is not without precedent. The BBC
formerly aired a critique of evening
shows following prime-time entertain-
ment. It would be refreshing to have a
television producer’s sense of status
and satisfaction depend more upon the
enthusiasm of the critics and audience
than upon the number of cans of “fem-
inine deodorant spray’ he can sell.

These examples are only the begin-
ning. Television could become our most
exciting medium if the creative people
in this country would use a fraction of
their talent to figure out ways of im-
proving it.

Step Six: Get high (with a little help
from your friends). Have you ever
made a film, or produced a TV docu-
mentary, or written a radio script?
That's a real high. But if you're like
me, you'll need help—lots of it—from
your friends. If you've got something
to say, find someone who's expert in
communication: high school or college
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“arm-makers, drama students, off-time
sry reporters, or local CATV outlets
‘with program origination equipment.
Bring the thinkers in the community
together with the media creatoxjs. CBS
did it with Ed Reischauer and its one-
pour special on Japan. You can do it,
t0o. Get others interested in television.
(A free pamphlet, “Clearing the Air,”
pas just been published by Media
Ithaca, Department of Sociology, Cor-
pell University, Ithaca, New York
14850. It explains how average citizens
can obtain free air time over radio,
television, and CATV.)

STEP SEVEN: Expand vour media mind.
Everyone can work for policies that in-
crease the number of radio and tele-
vision outlets, and provide individuals
with access to existing outlets to ex-
press their talent or point of view.
Those outlets are alreadv numerous.
There are now nearly ten times as
many radio and television stations as
there were thirtv-five vears ago. There
are many morc AM radio stations,

including the “daytime only” stations.
There is the new FM radio service.
There is VHF television. And, since
Congress passed the all-channel re-
ceiver law in 1962, UHF television
(channels 14-83) has come alive. There
are educational radio and television
stations all over the country. There are
“listener-supported” community radio
stations (such as the Pacifica stations
in New York, Los Angeles, Houston,
and Berkeley). This increase in outlets
has necessarily broadened the diversity
of programing. However, since the
system is virtually all “commercial”
broadcasting, this diversity too often
means simply that there are now five
stations to play the “top forty” rec-
ords in your city instead of two. In
the past couple years, however, edu-
cational broadcasting has gained in
strength with the Public Broadcasting
Corporation (potentially America’s an-
swer to the BBC). Owners of groups
of profitable television stations (such
1s Westinghouse and Metromedia) have
begun syndicating more shows—some

Where to Write

The Networks

American Broadcasting
Company, Inc.

1330 Avenue of the Americas,

New York. N. Y. 10019

Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc.
51 West 52nd Street,
New York, N. Y. 10019

National Broadcasting Company
30 Rockefeller Plaza,
New York, N. Y. 10020

Mutual Broadcasting Company
135 West 50th Street,
New York, N. Y. 10019

Industry Associations

National Association of Broadcasters
1661 N Strect, NW,

Washington, D.C. 20036

Television Information Office

745 Fifth Avenue,

New York, N. Y. 10022

Citizens Organizations

Action for Children’s Television
33 Hancock Avenue,
Newton Centre, Mass. 02159

Action on Smoking and Health
2000 H Street, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20006

American Council for Better
Broadcasts with TACT

17 West Main,

Madison, Wis. 53703

For FURTHER information regarding a specific network, agency, or group
related to the broadcasting field, contact the following:

Anti-Defamation League

1640 Rhode Island Avenue, NW,

Washington, D.C. 20036

Citizens Communications Center

1816 Jefferson Place, NW,

Washington, D.C. 20036

Institute for American Democracy,
Inc.

1330 Massachusetts Avenue, NW,

Washington, D.C. 20005

Institute for Policy Studies

1520 New Hampshire Avenue, NW,

Washington, D.C. 20036

National Association for Better
Broadcasting

373 Northwestern Avenue,

Los Angeles, Calif. 90004

National Audience Board, Inc.

152 East End Avenue,

New York, N. Y. 10028

National Citizens Committee for
Broadcasting

609 Fifth Avenue,

New York, N.Y. 10017

Office of Communication
United Church of Christ
289 Park Avenue South,
New York, N. Y. 10010
Television, Radio & Film Commission
The Methodist Church
475 Riverside Drive,
New York, N. Y. 10027
The Federal Government

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20554

-
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of which subsequently get picked up
by the networks.

Cable television (CATV) offers a po-
tentially unlimited number of channels.
(The present over-the-air system is
physically limited to from five to ten
television stations even in the largest
communities.) Twelve-channel cable
systems are quite common, twenty-
channel systems are being installed,
and more channels will undoubtedly
come in the future. Your telephone, for
example, is a “100-million-channel re-
ceiver” in that it can call, or be called
by, any one of 100 million other instru-
ments in this country.

Cable television offers greater diver-
sity among commercial television pro-
grams—at the moment, mostly movies,
sports, and reruns—but it can also of-
fer another advantage: public access.
The FCC has indicated that cable sys-
tems should be encouraged and per-
haps ultimately required to offer chan-
nels for lease to any person willing to
pay the going rate. In the Red Lion
case last year, the Supreme Court up-
held the FCC's fairness doctrine and,
noting the monopolistic position most
broadcasters hold, suggested that “free
speech” rights belong principally to
the audience and those who wish to
use the station, not the station owner.
This concept—which might raise ad-
ministrative problems for single sta-
tions—is easily adaptable to cable tele-
vision.

If someone wants to place a show
on a single over-the-air broadcast sta-
tion, some other (generally more prof-
itable) program must be canceled. A
cable system, by contrast, can theoreti-
cally carry an unlimited number of
programs at the same time. We there-
fore have the opportunity to require
cable systems to carry whatever pro-
grams are offered on a leased-channel
basis (sustained either by advertising
or by subscription fee). Time might
even be made available free to organi-
zations, voung film-makers, and others
who could not afford the leasing fee
and do not advertise or profit from
their programing. Now is the time to
guarantee such rights for your commu-
nity. City councils all across the nation
are in the process of drafting the terms
for cable television franchises. If your
community is at present considering a
cable television ordinance, it is your
opportunity to work for free and com-
mon-carrier ‘“citizens’ access” to the
cables that will one day connect your
home with the rest of the world.

Television is here to stay. It's the
single most significant force in our
society. It is now long past time that
the professional and intellectual com-
munity—indeed, anyone who reads
magazines and cares where 'this coun-
try is going—turn on to television.
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